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lished by P. Browne in 1756, even those that were monotypic, were considered to be not validly published. After 1930 this was no longer true, and such publication was treated as valid (as had been done in the past by tradition).
c. The Kew Rule. The type species of many names in the present list carry names different from those hitherto adopted. The principal reason for this is that an astonishingly large number of cases of continuance of the "Kew rule" came to light. Under this rule no epithet had priority outside its combination with a generic name. If a species was transferred from one genus to another, its epithet was not necessarily retained but was often replaced by a new one. Such new epithets are now illegitimate; Art. 55 says expressly that the original epithet, if legitimate, must be retained (with certain exceptions).
The original Kew rule had an even wider scope: no name or epithet had priority outside its own rank (still our present Art. 60), neither had any epithet priority outside its "own combination" (that is, e.g. under another generic name). Art. 60 is what remains of the Kew rule, and this last remnant is also weakened by such provisions as Art. 27, under which the use of the same epithet for two infraspecific taxa within the same species "even if they are of different rank" is prohibited. A similar provision exists for infrageneric taxa (Art. 21), and a proposal not unlike this has been put forward for family names and for names of taxa between family and genus in rank.
d. The Type Method. The introduction of the type method has had many consequences for the list of nomina conservanda. Under the present rules it is sufficient -indeed mandatory -to conserve a generic name with a given type-species; no indication of the circumscription is necessary or even desirable. Each individual taxonomist is free to decide what circumscription to adopt. The list of nomina rejicienda contains names that must be rejected in case an author uses the conserved name with such a circumscription that it competes with certain other names based on different types.
In the old rules the names were conserved for a given circumscription. This made the citations sometimes long and complicated (see e.g. 1482 Epipactis, 1393A Paphiopedilum, 1614 Epidendrum, 2513 Nymphaea), and in other cases it resulted in conserving a name under a later author (e.g. 9592 Taraxacum). This procedure amounted to the creation of a later homonym under the old rules, this is no longer necessary provided the conserved type-species was among the original species of the first author. This is the reason that for a large number of names it is now possible to give the first author who used the name with the conserved type.
A consequence of the type method is that several conservations that were made to preserve a certain circumscription are now maintained to conserve a certain choice of type. In such cases there is no need to mention any nomina rejicienda because none would be earlier than the conserved name. [See also 6 (5) below.]
THE EFFECT OF NEW INFORMATION
In this revision much new information has been incorporated in the list. Some of this had already been published elsewhere, some was sent to us by colleagues, and the remainder was found by us during our work. It is impossible to mention by name every primary source of our information, but wherever it came from, it has been verified by us unless it is otherwise stated.
A few examples of such changes follow. a. Earlier publications of conserved and rejected names have been established. Several books appear to have been overlooked: e.g. Philip Miller's Gardeners 216 Dictionary, Abridged edition 4 (1754), contains many names which were cited as of a later date, and this notwithstanding the circumstance that Druce had in the beginning of this century pointed out the importance of this book and that several of the names were listed as of Miller in the fifth supplement to the Index kewensis. J. G. Zinn's Catalogus plantarum horti academici et agri gottingensis (1757) is another example of an overlooked book that contains much information that tends to stabilize non-Linnaean (1753) names that were conserved. The overflow from the pre-1753 period is most manifest in these publications, but is also noticeable in a host of smaller works to which Rothmaler, for example, has drawn attention (Repert. Sp. Nov. 53: 1. 1944). Many names hitherto attributed to Adanson will also be found in the works of Miller, Zinn, Boehmer, and others.
In general our bibliographic work has resulted in the discovery of more facts that have a stabilizing influence than those that have a disturbing one. It is often said that the digging up of old books has disastrous results for well-known names. This has certainly been true for many names, but it may also be pointed out that, in this revision at any rate, such work has shown that many well-known names are older than has been generally assumed, and are thus often safeguarded against obscure synonyms. Taraxacum Zinn (1757), for instance, has no competing earlier synonyms, as far as we know.
b. Precise Dates of Publication. It is becoming clear that it is often necessary to verify the dates of publication given on title-pages. It is also often necessary to have precise information on the actual date (day, month) of publication. Much bibliographic search of this kind has been made in recent years. Some of the results are summarized by Mrs. van Steenis-Kruseman and Mr. William T. Steam in Flora malesiana (ser. 1. 4 (5). 1954). In the bibliography that follows the present list we refer often to this work, and to other publications of a like nature. The dates shown in our list of nomina conservanda agree with those in our bibliography, and when conclusions are based on more detailed information about dates, this will be found in the bibliography and is not repeated under each conserved name.
c. Application of the Code. Several nomina rejicienda appeared to be nomina nuda, vernacular names, names published in other ranks, names based on totally different types, often in quite different families. The elimination of these names simplifies many of the cases and has the effect of making a number of conservations superfluous (e.g. 2202 Fagopyrum P. Miller; 1901 Zelkova Spach).
THE STATUS OF NOMINA REJICIENDA
The meaning of "rejected" as applied in nomenclature is unfortunately open to some misunderstanding. The phrase nomina rejicienda -"names to be rejected" -has here and where it is generally used a special meaning: names to be rejected because of the conservation of another name based on the same type, of another name for the taxon, or of a later homonym. Except for conservation, nomina rejicienda are in accord with the rules and would be maintained in use. But "rejection" appears in the Code also in another way. Section 6 (Articles 62-72) treats of the rejection of names that are not in accord with the rules, in other words that are illegitimate. (Names that are not validly published are, according to Art. 6, not names; they have no nomenclatural status and the question of "rejection" does not arise for them.)
The status of nomina conservanda is explained in Art. 13. That of nomina rejicienda is nowhere explicitly treated, but is implicit in various provisions of the Code. The following statements seem to us to follow from the interpretation of the rules.
[They apply only to names of taxa in categories subject to conservation, i.e., according to the current Code, to "genera, families, orders, and intermediate taxa" c. Names based on different types from that of the conserved name but considered to be synonymous (taxonomic synonyms) are not, ipso facto, illegitimate. Here the question arises of the exact meaning of Art. 14 Note 3. This has been fully discussed by Stafleu (Taxon 5: 89, 90) and by Rickett and Stafleu (Taxon 7: 153); it is sufficient here to point out that the Note as it appears in the current Code is a relic of "circumscription" as a means of applying names, and that proposals to be presented at the Montreal congress seek to modify it in accord with the type method. Assuming that such a clarification is effected, the choice of a taxonomic synonym as a correct name, unless it is listed as a nomen rejiciendum, depends wholly on taxonomic judgment, and is not determined by conservation. If a taxon that bears a conserved name is united with another which bears a legitimate name of its own not listed as a nomen rejiciendum, the two names compete without regard to conservation. A name listed as a nomen rejiciendum in favor of a conserved name, but based on a different type, is still available when the corresponding taxon is regarded as distinct from that which bears the conserved name (Art. 14 Note 4). Examples are found under Art. 14 Notes 3 and 4 in the Code. (See also 6 (3) below.) d. By Art. 64 (2) a later homonym is unavailable even if an earlier homonym is "illegitimate, or is generally treated as a synonym on taxonomic grounds." Conservation, therefore, against a nomenclatural or taxonomic synonym that is itself a later homonym is superfluous (see 2a above), and cannot affect the status of the earlier homonym(s) involved. Examples may be found under 2163 Helosia, 2261 Suaeda, 7810 Didymocarpus.
INCLUSION OF REJECTED NAMES IN THE LIST
In making the revision that follows we have followed the policy of the committees for Spermatophyta appointed at the Stockholm and Paris congresses (1950, 1954) in the listing of nomina rejicienda: only those names should be mentioned that have a real effect on the conservation in question. We have extended this general policy so that we cite only those earlier names that could replace or render illegitimate the conserved name if this were not conserved. When conservation was effected solely for lectotypification, or when the name to be conserved is illegitimate but has no name to replace it, we do not cite nomina rejicienda. A large number of names now in the list of nomina rejicienda have no bearing at all on the use of the corresponding conserved names, and citation of them makes the cases concerned less clear at first sight.
We have accordingly limited citation of nomina rejicienda to the following: 1. The earlier legitimate nomenclatural synonyms if available (=). 2. The first earlier homonym (H). 3. Earlier taxonomic synonyms the rejection of which has been authorized by a congress (=). 4. The original spelling (first orthographic variant based on the same type) if it has priority over the conserved spelling (V).
We have excluded from listed nomina rejicienda the following: 1. Illegitimate earlier nomenclatural synonyms. These names, being illegitimate, can never replace the conserved name even if it were not conserved. 2. Earlier homonyms that are themselves illegitimate because of a still earlier homonym (the first). (All earlier homonyms are, by Art. 14 Note 5, automatically rejected.) 3. Illegitimate earlier taxonomic synonyms. 4. Orthographic variants other than the original spelling.
Note: No name of the kind designated in the above paragraphs 1-4 could replace the conserved name, since these were already illegitimate before conservation became effective. They are discussed in notes under each case, but we propose that these notes be omitted from the list when it is incorporated in future editions of the Code. 5. Names that had not been validly published (according to current rules) before the date of the conserved name. Many of these may have satisfied the requirements for publication of earlier codes of nomenclature. 6. Names that have no priority over the conserved name. Some of these would replace the conserved name if this were not conserved. For the case as given, in which the name is conserved, they are of no importance.
THE USES OF CONSERVATION
It is not always realized that conservation has not always been used simply to protect a name against falling into the synonymy of an earlier name or because of the existence of an earlier homonym.
Conservation serves many purposes and it is doubtless because of this great flexibility that it has proved useful. Although some may still consider it the chamber of horrors of nomenclature, it may well be said that, since expediency and the maintenance of established custom are our all-important overriding principles, conservation is one of the most useful of our nomenclatural devices.
Conservation has been invoked for the following reasons: 1. To protect a name against an earlier homonym. Conservation has the effect of giving the illegitimate later homonym the standing of a legitimate name. The earlier homonym in its turn becomes illegitimate through this action (if this was not already the case), and is indicated in our list by (H). 2. To conserve (that is, to make legitimate) a name that was illegitimate on publication because of the existence of an earlier nomenclatural synonym. In other words, the type-species of that name is also the type-species of another, earlier name 219 that is in accord with the rules. The earlier name is marked in our list with an identity sign ( ).
Example: 6064 Kundmannia Scopoli (1777) is conserved over Arduina Adanson (1763), both being based on Sium siculum Linnaeus.
3. To protect a legitimate name against falling into the synonymy of an earlier taxonomic synonym when the correct name has to be established. The two competing names are based on different types and may both be legitimate. If thought to be applicable to different taxa of generic rank, both are available. It is only when, on taxonomic grounds, both names are regarded as applying to one taxon of a given circumscription that only one of them can be the correct name. In such cases conservation serves to protect the well-known but later name from becoming incorrect. It would never have been illegitimate, neither does the rejected taxonomic synonym become illegitimate on this account: it becomes obligatorily incorrect in case of union of the two taxa.
Example: 6291 Labisia Lindley (1845), when considered to be congeneric with Angiopetaluml Reinwardt (1826) must be retained for the combined taxon. If thought to refer to different genera, both names are available. (See also 4c above).
4. To declare legitimate a name that is illegitimate under the rules but for which there is neither an earlier available name, nor an earlier homonym.
Example: 2988 Neslia Desvaux was (on publication) a superfluous name for Rapistrum Haller (1768). The circumstance that the latter is no longer available because of the conservation of Rapistrum Crantz (1769) does not automatically obviate the necessity of conserving Neslia. The latter was illegitimate on publication and can be made available only by conservation. The later conservation of Rapistrum Crantz has no effect whatever upon the status of Neslia, because Art. 64 (1) expressly states that a name is illegitimate "if it was nomenclaturally superfluous when published". 471a Bulbostylis Kunth is conserved in spite of the fact that Kunth did not propose a new name: he merely emended Steven's genus Bulbostylis, but later it became clear that the two concepts were often treated as different genera. The usage of Kunth was conserved, and therefore a later homonym was artificially created.
7. To make sure that a name will be retained whose exact date of publication cannot be established. The competing names may be either earlier or later, but which is true cannot be said with certainty. In this way the conservation arbitrarily assumes that the rejected names are earlier. This should on no account be interpreted as an official decision on the dates of the books themselves. It is simply an arbitrary decision for each particular case. Conservation here declares a name legitimate (or correct) when its exact status is uncertain.
Examples: 1449 Pterostylis R. Brown (Mar 1810) is conserved over (=) Diplodium Swartz (1810; month unknown). It is possible that the later name is earlier and the conservation serves to maintain Pterostylis in case the genera are united and the publication by Swartz should be proved to be earlier than March.
2432 Moenchia Ehrhart (1788 trim 2?) is conserved over Moenchia Roth (1788 "prim"). It is probable that Roth's publication was the earlier (the preface was dated 21 Jan., Ehrhart's preface 8 Apr.), but this is not certain. 9. To enforce the application of Art. 75 and its note. When two generic names, based on different types, are very much alike, it is always difficult to know whether Art. 75 applies or not; that is, whether "they are to be treated as variants, which are homonyms". The footnote says 4hat when there is doubt, the names should be referred to the General Committee. In practice this has hitherto meant that one of them was conserved and the other rejected as a "homonym". Art. 75 gives little guidance in this matter: the deciding principle seems to be the danger of confusion. Since this is generally a matter of opinion, a decision by a committee is needed to settle such cases. 11. To conserve a choice between names published in the same book or article. Since "page-priority" or other "mechanical" systems are not accepted in establishing types or priority, it may be necessary in rare cases to conserve an arbitrary choice.
Example 
Cenchrus Linnaeus 1753. (=) Panicastrella

